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Good afternoon Senator Cassano, Representative Jutila and committee members. Thank you for the
opportunity to testify on Raised bill 847. My name is Robert Valentine. |am the First Selectman of the
Town of Goshen. . S

That there should be standards of conduct in municipal government should not be in question, What is
in question is how those standards should be formulated, by whom, (locally or by State Office of Ethics)
and how those standards should be enforced. ‘

This issue Is not new for this Committee, local officials or the legisiature. And let us not confuse the all
too many instances of public officials stealing large sums of money for their own benefit as an ethical
lapse when they are in fact, criminal acts, no different than a bank teller who steals money from
someone’s bank account. In these instances much better financial checks and balances should be
implemented in every municipality and those individuals should be dealt with harshly by the criminal
justice system. As for municipal ethics, much discussion and work has been done with respect to this
issue dating back to 1994. - x

P.A. 94-172 was passed giving the State Ethics Commission the responsibility to create a model code of
ethics for municipal government. It also allowed State Ethics Commission to act on behalf of
municipalities if requested. That provision of P.A. 94-172 was later rescinded in 1995 because of budget
constraints, As a reference, | have attached correspondence of the State Ethics Commission to Special
District President from Rachel S. Rubin Supervising Attorney.,

The issue was again considered by the legislature in 2006 with a report by the Connecticut Office of
State Ethics (OSE) entitled “Municipal Ethics and State Government: Four Approaches and their
Application to Connecticut State Government, October 31, 2006, also attached.



On the approach of having OSE manage and be in charge of municipal ethics, the report states “one
disadvantage of the unified approach is the cost to the State. Another disadvantage is that applying
ethics laws on both the state and local level can result in needless overlap and confusion, because of the
unigue ethics needs found at different levels of government. Finally, state administration of local ethics
laws may cause local citizens to feel that they have little or no power in how their municipal ethics laws
are administered”

This issue again came to the forefront in 2008 with the creation of a Task Force on Municipal Ethics, per
P.A. 07-201, co-chaired by Senator Gayle Slossberg and Representative James Spallone,

I, as First Selectman of Goshen, was honored to have been appointed to the task force representing
municipal officials.

Over the course of several months, the Task Force conducted public hearings in several municipalities
throughout the state. We received testimony from a variety of individuals from both large and small
municipalities, from chief elected officials to average citizens.

The Final Report of the Task Force laid out in detail the work it had completed. | would also add that the
co-chairs of the Task Force did an excelient job in bringing together Task Force members of varying
backgrounds, citizens and elected officials to create a comprehensive report on this issue.

One very important finding of the Task Force as it would relate to R.B. 847 was that the “one size fits all”
approach to municipal code of ethics is not a practical, workable solution.”

As for R.B. 847, | would respectfully suggest that members of the GAE take the opportunity to read the
Task Force’s final report before taking action on this bill. Furthermore, please take into consideration
.the fact that. Connecticut’s 169 municipalities vary greatly in size and governmental structure, making &~ -
“one size fits all” approach impractical.

I have a very serious concern that if R.B. 847 is adopted as written, small municipalities such as Goshen
will find it very difficuit, if not impossible, to fill the many elected and appointed positions that make
small town government work. For the most part, these positions are un-compensated, volunteer
positions. Lastly, consider a substitute bill more in keeping with P.A, 94-172. We should allow
municipalities the ability to choose a set of ethics standards that work for their community and decide
how those standards will be enforced. If a municipality would prefer to have the Office of State Ethics
create and enforce their code then that should be an option, not a requirement,

Thank you for this opportunity to address the GAE on this very important issue,

Respectfully,

Robert P, Valentine

Encl:  Task Force on Municipal Ethics
Municipal Ethics and State Government
Model Code of Ethics for Municipalities and Special Districts... August 21, 1995
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CHARGE

Section 1 of Public Act 07-201 established an eight member lask
force consisting of legislative appointees to study the Office of State
Bthics' preliminary recommendations concerning the implementation
of an ethics code for municipalities of the stale. (See Appendix 1 for Task
Force Membership). The act required the study to include the holding of
hearings on the Office of State Ethics' preliminary recommendations as
contained in such office’'s October 31, 2006 report to the joint standing
comuittee of the General Assembly having cognizance of matters
relating to ethics. (See Appendix 2 for Oclobey 31, 2006 mpot! of the Office.
of State Ethics).

The October 31, 2006 report of the Office of State Ethics
contained two preliminary recommendations, First, the office
recommencled that hearings be held to give the public at large an
opportunity to contribute to the debate of how to address the issue of
mumnicipal ethics. Second, the office recommended that it develop a
"best practices” ethics code which municipalities could voluntarily
adopt. According to the October 31, 2006 report, the voluntary nature |
of such an approach would allow local governments to retain
mtonomy while awndmg a costly administrative impact on the state
level, - :

METHOD

The task force met live times (includes one meeting to approve
report) and held public hearings in the towns of West Haven,
Westbrook and Waterbury, The committee received presentations
from the Office of State Ethics, the Office of Legislative Research and
the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities. The Office of State
Bthics presented information to the committee concerning the
components of the state code of ethics, the status of municipal codes of
ethics, and options for the office's involvément in enforeing municipal
ethics. Additionally, the Office of State Ethics providéd the task force
with an assessment of the fiscal impact that various legislative
proposals concerning the enforcement of municipal ethics would have
on the office. (See Appendix 3 for Inforination Presented by the Office of
State Ethics). The Office of Legislative Research presented the task
force with information from other states on how jurisdiction
concerning municipal ethics is delegated and sample approaches to




municipal ethics administration and enforcement in other states. {See
Appendix 4 for Inforination Presented by the Office of Legislative Research),
The Connecticut Conference of Municipalities presented the task force
with information concerning its survey of municipalities on the issue
of how municipal ethics is handled. (See Appendix 5 for Information
Presented by the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities), At the three
public heavings, the task force received written and oral lestimony
from members of the public and municipal officials. The task force
obtained samples of municipal codes of ethics which are provicled for
informational purposes only for members of the General Assembly
and others utilizing this report. (See Appendix 6 for sample municipal
ethiics codes).

FINDINGS

The task force finds that under the current voluntary law,
approximately 124 of 169 towns have adopted some form of an ethics
code. Approximately 70 municipalities have formed ethics
commissions and another 78 have some other way of resolving ethics
complainits. The methods used by such municipalities to hear and
dispose of ethics complaints varies widely. In some municipalities
there is a permanent board or comunission that hears such comaplainis
while other municipalities do not have a formal process for handing
complaints,

From the public hearings held by the task force, it is found that,
generally, private citlzens testified in favor of having some means of
subnitting municipal ethics complaints and having these complainis
resolved. The means favored by these private citizens varied. Some
citizens indicated a desire to have such complaints heard and resolved
by a board or commission on the town level that would be
independent of the respective town officials, Other privale citizens
indicated a desire to have such complaints heard and resolved by the
Office of State Bthics,

Additionally, based on the public hearing testimony by
municipal elected officials, the task force finds that there are varying
opinions on the need for and potential form of municipal ethics
regulation. Generally, chief elected officials from small towns,
especlally those who testified at the Westbrook field hearing,
expressed concern about the cost of municipal ethics regulation and
the patential for abuse. Such officials were generally opposed to state-




mandated regulation, Additionally, elected and appointed officials
from small lowns expressed concern that yequiring statements of
financial interesl from volunteers who serve on local boards and
commissions would have a chilling effect on public service, and
would make it more difficult than it already is to attract volunteers.

Overall, the task {orce finds that there is a wide range of opinion
regarding stiucture and functioning of a state-wide municipal ethics
system. The opinions received by the task force ranged from those
who would make no changes to current law to those who would favor
the Office of State Bthics handling all complaints from start to finish.

Accordingly, the task force finds that a one size fits all approach
to a municipal code of ethics is not a practical, workable solution,
Rather, sufficient flexibility and options must exist for towns in order
to reflect the differences amongst the towns in terins of the size of such
municipalities and the form of government in each such municipality.

FISCAL CONCERNS

The Task Force is aware that government at all levels is facing a fiscal
crisis of historic proportions and that the state and nation are in the
midst of a recession. As of the writing of this report, the Office of
Riscal Analysis calculates that the state is carrying a deficit of § 1.4
billion for FY 2009 (the current fiscal year), § 4 billion for fiscal year
2010 and % 4.7 billion for fiscal year 2011. The General Assemb]y is
preparing a budget for FY 2010-2011 in that context. The Office of
State Ethics has had $ 384,000 trimmed from its budget in deficit
reduction bills passed and signed into law in November 2008 and
January 2009, Under these clrcumstances, the Task Force understands
that new programs at the state level or new requirements at the local
level are unlikely to be funded at this time. The Task orce's charge
was to come up with recommendations for policy, and it has done so.
It remains the task of the General Assembly to determine when such
recommendations can be reasonably implemented,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The comnittee recommends the following concerning the
implementalion of an ethics code for municipalities of the state;




» Municipalities should have the option to do one of the
folowing three things within two years of the passage of the subject
enabling legislation by the General Assembly: (1) Adopt a municipal
code of ethics that, at a minimum, contains certain provisions listed
below. Adoption of such code would require only a vote of the
legislative body of such municipality, or in the case in which a town
meeting is the legislative body, by the board of selectmen; (2) join a
reglonal group of municipalities that has adopted a municipal code of
ethics which includes, at a minimuwm, such standards; or (3) submil to a
municipal code of ethics established and enforced by the Office of State
Ethics. If a municipality fails to undertake either of the first two
options by such dale, the thivd option should automatically be
activated. Such legislation should include a sample, but not a
required, code of ethics that could be adopted by a municipality
without any additional costs to such municipality.

x The ininitum provisions contained in any such municipal
code of ethics shall include the following: (A} Conflict of interest
provisions that prohibit a public official or employee from
participating in a matter in which he or she has a personal or financial
interest; (B) Disclosure and recusal provisions that require the written
disclosure of conflicts of interest by public officials and employees and
fhe recusal from participation in any decision-making concerning the
matter at hand; (C) Gift provisions that prohibit public officials and
employees from soliciting or accepting anything of value that coudd
reasonably be expected to influence the actions or judgment of such
official or employee; (D) Use of Property provisions that prohibit a
public offictal or employee {rom using town property in any manner
that benefits himself or herself to a degree that is greater than a
member of the general public when such property is made available to
the general public; (B) Representation of Private Interests provisions
that prohibit representing a private interest before the board or
commission on which such public official serves. Such provision
wotld extend to a period of six months after the official terminated his
ot ler service on such board; and (F) Use of Position provisions that
prohibit the use of information acquired through a public official's or
employee's position to further such official's or employee's own
financial or personal interests.

u The task force recommends that any such municipal code of
ethics be applicable to all elected or appointed officials and all part-
time or full-time employees of such municipality, whether paid or



volunteer. The tagk force recommends that the General Assembly
carefully consider the implications of existing colleclive bargaining
agreements or departmental codes when developing enabling
legislation.

~ The task force makes the following recommendations with
regard o the issue of municipal ethics enforcement:

4

m Municipalities should have options with respect to
enforcement. By a clafe certain, each municipality should have to do
one of the fo]iowing, or a combination thereof: (1} Establish an ethics
commission, (2) join a regional ethics commission, or (3) have the
Office of State Bthics handle enforcement, If the town fails to enact
either of the first two options, the third option should go into effect
automatically after such dale. The task force is concerned about
potential consequences of appeals to the Office of State Ethics in terms
of cost, burden and consistency. If the General Assembly provides for
such appeals in enabling legislation, the task force suggests that such
appeals be made on the record. The task force thinks that it is
importarit to support and not undermine the dilficult work of local
ethics commissions. The authority of any such commission to levy a
fine should be augmented to increase the amount of such permissible
fine. Howevey, municipal ethics commissions should nol have the
authority to remove any public official from office. A municipal ethics
‘commission, following a full hearing on the matter by such.
commission, should have the ability to recommend to the appropriate
authority, as determined by law, that an appoeinted official or

employee or an elected official or employee be removed. A’municipal
ethics commission should have the authority to refer findings
concerning any such recommended removal to the Chief State’s
Attorney's Office.

m The task force recommends that any municipal ethics
enforcemerit body, municipal or regional, have: (1) Both the power and
procedures in place for receipl of citizen complaints and adjudication
and resolution of such complamts, and (2) the authority to issue
advisory opinions,

u The task force recommends that special districts such as fire or
water districts, which are not municlpalities, be subject to any such
municipal ethics code and enforced by a municipal board of ethics.
Addilionally, the task force recommends that the General Assembly




evaluate how other political subdivisions of the state, which are not
municipalities, be regulated in the area of ethics.

u The task force recommends that the Office of State Bthics send
out a reminder to all municipalities on the first anniversary of any such
enabling legislation of such legistation's key provisions. On the second
anniversary of such legislation, the Office of State Ethics should survey
each municipality to determine which municipalities have met the
requirements of the legislation. The task force further recommends that
any municipality that meets the standards of the enabling legislation as
to enforcement not be subject to state enforcement of its code and that
any municipality that teeminates its code should be subject to state
enforcement of its code.
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

At’prcscnt,--the--Gonnectie—ut Office of State Bthics (OSE) does not play a role in the
drafting or administration of municipal ethics Codes and Statutes in Connecticut. Nevertheless,
the OSE receives complaints about alleged violations of municipal ethics codes at least weekly.
The majority of these localzlevel complaints-de not relate to problems that implicate ethics
issues. Rather, in many instances, they concern conduct that may be actionable uﬁder civil or
even criminal laws. In recent Connecticnt General Assembly sessions, legislators have proposed
that the OSE become involved with municipal ethics, At the request of State Representative
Christopher L.-Carase (D-Bridgeport), the OSE examined how some other state governments
address municipal ethics, OSE's findings will be reported to the General Assembly.

The metheds employed by other stzit_cs to address ethicson a rnunicfpal level generglly
fall into four categories that are discussed in detail in the following pages. These categories‘
represent four approaches to municipal ethics: (1) state cthics Jaw includes municipalities, (2)

* partial inclusion of municipal ethics by the state, (3) application of strictest code, and (4) model

code,

INTRODUCTION

Current Regulation of Municipal Ethics in Connecticut

Connecticut cities and towns have recently dealt with myriad highly-publicized cthics
problems. In response, in 2004, Connecticut Common Cause prepared a municipal ethics survey
that looked at all 169 towns in our state. The survey revealed that 107 out of 169 total

municipalities in Connecticut (i.e., 59%) have some version of an ethics code in existence for




their officials and employees. The report portion of the Common Cause survey states, “A code
of ethics is only as strong as the provisions it contains.,” Even with such a code in place, these
mllnicii)alities experienced well-documented ethics troubles involving matters pertaining to
school construction', housing appraisals?', zoning board and selectman conflicts of interest™* and
gifts for, among other things, municipal soccer fields’.

_ Furthérmore,-tﬁerc‘exists.gr.eat variation among municipal codes regarding regulated
conduct, prohibitions, investigations and enforcement. For example, in the Common Cause
study cited above, only 10 (6>%) 'of the municipalities with ethics codes were found to require
statements of financial interests.® Approximax‘te,ly 54 percent of Connecticut municipalities’
codes contained gift proyision37 and also required public officials to disclose conflicts of
interest.® Only 38 percent of municipal codes prohibited employees subject to such codes from
appeating before the mty or town for their private interests.” Because of the very lumtcd reach of

some towns’ codes Common Cause designated 17 of the 107 towns with mumc1pa1 codes as

having only partial codes.

FOUR BASIC APPROACHES TO STATE INVOLVEMENT IN MUNICIPAL ETHICS
CODES

Some states'® have employed oversight by their state-level ethics commission rather than
solely rely on local governments to devise, administer and enforce their own ethics codes. There

are four primary approaches by which state government has dealt with municipal ethics.




Approach 1 State Ethics Law Includes Municipalities (Alabama)
In the first approach, the state government includes municipal public officials andfor
. employees.in.the pool of individuals subject to the state ethics code, Alabama’s Code of
Conduct, for example, defines those who are subject to such code as follows:
(24) Any person elected to public office, whether or not that |
.person has taken.office, by the vote of the people at state,

counly or municipal level of government or their ‘

instrumentalities, including govemmental corporations, and

any person appointed to a position at the state, county or

municipal level of government or their instramentalities,

including governmental corporations. For purposcs of this

chapter, a public official includes the chairs and vice-chairs

or the equivalent offices of each state political parly as

defined in Section 17-16-2

Alabama’s Code of Ethics §% 36.25-1 through 36-25-30 was enacted in 1975 and

- specificalty includes all levels of ,goy_cmrhent in its provisions. The primary advantage of this
approach is that enforcement, education and disclosure regulations are applied uniformly across
all levels of government, One disadvantage of the unified approach is the cost Lo ihe state.
Another disadvantage is that applying ethics laws on both the state and local level can resuit in
needless _overlap and confusion, becduse of the unique ethics needs found at different levels of

government. Finally, staie administration of local ethics laws may cause local citizens to feel

that they have little or no power in how their municipal athics Jaws are administered.

Approach 2: Partial Inclusion of Municipal Ethics by the State (Massachusetts and Texas)
The Commonwealth of Massachusetis subjects local jurisdictions only partially to the
state ethics law. Included in the Massachusetts ethics law are provisions for gifts, post-state

employment, financial disclosure, conflicts of interest and outside employment that pertain {0




' Moreover, some provisions apply only to

local and state-level public officials and employees.
local governments and ﬁot to the state government. Just as inf the first approach, although

making municipalities subject to the state law ensures a measure of uniformity across the state, it
creates an increased financial burden o.n the staté. For example, in Massachusetts there are 351
municipa!i_ties. The Massachusetts State Ethics Commission (MASEC) alone interprets and
enforces the-ethies laws for both state and local compliance.

Another state that uses this pmﬁal approach is Texas, although with a slightly different
admministrative structure. In Texas, violations at the municipal Jevel are handled by the Municipal
Affairs section of the Office of the Attorney General, in accordance with the Texas Pénal Code.
The Texas Ethics Commission, which deals with state level éthics violations, does not get
involved with municipalities, except that it has enforcement authority for campaign finance and
political advertising issues at Both the state and municipal levels. Even though there is an ethics
code, the Texas Attorney General’s office appears to rely primarily on the Texas Penal Code,

Chapter 36, to deal with issues of Bribery, Gift and Honorarium laws, and Chapter 39, covering

Misuse of Government Resources.

Approach 3:- Application of Strictest Code (Delaware and New J ersey)

A third approach, utilized in Delaware, i‘equires municipalities to follow the state’s ethics ,
code only if the city or town has not developéd a code of its own that is at least as stringent as the
state’s law. In 29 Del, C., Chapter 58 this “minimﬁm standard” is clearly stated:

Code of Conduct — Ethical standards for all State Exceutive branch
employees (rank and file), officers (Senior level & Elected officials) and
honorary State officials (appointees to State Boards & Commissions). The
standards apply to all local governments unless they adopt their own Code
of Conduct which this Commission must approve as being a least as
stringent as the State law.




By requiring that municipalities with their own codes adhere to a Mni@um standard (i.e., the
state’s code), the state encourages acceptable local ethics input and pblicies while minimizing
state-level administration. But in fact, only seven of Delaware’s 59 municipalities have drafted‘
their own ethics laws, thus creating a burden on state government. In a conversation with a staff
member at the Delaware Public Integrity Commission, a commonly-stated reason for this
municipal inaction is the belief at the local level that a state agency will handle issues in a less
biased manner than would local appointees.

A potential pitfall with this approach lies in the differences inherent between municipal
anq state ethics issues, For example, in Delaware, the Public Iﬁtcgsity Commission has had to
ad&ress an abundance of land-use concerns which fall outside the realm of ethics law. Further,
the Public Integrity Commission noted that enforcement often becomes backlogged due fo
insufficient attorney staffing. Attorney Janet Wright, Public ]':ntcgrity Commission Counsel,
stated that at the state-government level alone, she is responsible for education, compliance and
enforcement for 58,000 employees and public officials. Because her staff consists of only one
Administrative Assistant, it is unlikely that many (if any) ethical v.iolations on the local level are
addressed. - |

A similar approach is used in New Jersey, where municipalities and counties are
addressed in N.J. Stat. § 40A:9-22.4, This separate statute tasks the Local Finance Board in the
ﬁivisi_on of Local Government Services, Departmem; of Community Affairs, to “govern and
guide” local government officers and employees. Here, as in Delaware, there is a caveat stating
that the statute applie's to; “local government officers and employees.. . . who are not otherwise
regulated by a county ‘or municipal code of ethics promulgated by a county or municipal ethics

board in accordance with the provisions of this act.” In practic-c, only 42 out of 587 jurisdictions




in New Jersey have chosen to promulgate and enforce their own ethics codes. Paul Contillo, a
prominent retired state legislator who a[so once served on the state’s Local Government Finance
Board, was.quoted as.calling the Board “qa farce for cnfc-)rcmnant.’’12 Although it might seem
that having a separate agency tasked only to administer municipal ethics codes and issues would
result in cfficiency and effectiveness, Conti]lo indicated in a newspaper interview that the
opposite-has ocourred Since.1991, the state Board has not pursued any complaints to |
.compietio'n 1'elatmg to improper gifts received by city or town officials in exchange for influence.
Echoing the Common Cause survey, Contillo further states, “The enforcement part of the law is

the will. And there is no will on the Local Government Finance Board.”

Approach 4: Model Code (Tennessee)

A fourth approach, only slightly different from the third, is being lmplemented Qurrently
in Tennessee. The new Tennessee law mandates fhat municipalities must adopt the Municipal
Technical Advisory Service (MTAS) model code of ethics by July 1, 2007. Otherwise, they
must draft a new local ordinance that meets the standards of the modei code. The penalty for
municipal governing bodies that do not comply s the ouster of local officials from office. The
MTAS is a joint project of the Universi'ty of Tennessee and the Tennessee Municipai League,

This mode! code gives m_uﬁicipalities substantive guidance without creating significant
oversight burdens for the state. Howcvcr the mechanics of implementation have given rise to
complaints from municipalities about duplication and waste of time and money. This is because
municipalities cannot submit their existing codes for approval without sigr_xificant readjustment to
meet the state’s standards and to adopt new effective dates.””® Those-localities that opt for

accepting the MTAS Model Code must simply send int a written statement that they have adopted




said code and provide the date of adoption. Some municipalities have complained that
reworking their existing ethics ordinances to comport with the MTAS Model Code is too onerous
and almost “forees™them to-choose the-quicker; cheaper-path-of-adopting the MTAS Code.

Tennessee’s étate provisions cover municipalities in two main areas: rules relating to
gifts and disclosure of personal interests. On the enforcement side, the Model Code (Section 10)
provides for enforcement by the City Attorney-of the-municipality raising the-issue. A co‘ncern
here is providing smaller jurisdictions with an alternative if they do not have a City Attorney. It
should élso be noted that the potential for conflicts of interest is great within smaller

municipalities,

CONCLUSIONS

In all the states reviewed, as well as in the Common Cause study, citizens’ preference
appears to strongly favor local govémn-lent control of the formation énd adminis:tra'tion of ethics
laws. Many local council members have also dét;ated whether jurisdiction concerning ethics
matters should rest with an independent regional or local ethics commission.'* Finally, trying to
adopt a workable system to draft statutes, resolve local ethics issues and enforce a statewide code
can create expense and confusion when regulators at the state level must take into account the

disparities among the ethics concerns of large urban areas, affluent suburbs, and small rural

towns.

QUESTIONS THAT MUST BE ANSWERED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
In dealing with the issue of the involvement of state government in local ethics regulation, the

General Assembly must consider the following questions:



1, Would a system controlled by a state agency such as the Office of State Ethics be
considered an interference rather than an assistance to municipal governments?

2. Would any state agency intervention or oversight interfere with or diminish alf'eady
.. existing municipal ethics ordinances?

3. Who would l_)ear the burden of the costs of municipal ethics administration, which,
among others, include:

a.- drafting the statutes,
b. educating the regnlated. parties;

c. administering the regulations; and
d. enforcement (auditing, investigating, holding hearings and collecting fines).

OSE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of State Ethics recommends that hearings be held to give the public at large an
opportunity to contribute to this debate, Besides the general public, those encouraged to
participate in these hearings shouid include representatives from similarly situated states, such as
** Massachusetts, experts from the college and nniversity communities, and civic-minded members
of the éonnccticut bar. In addition, all affected branches of state government should also be
consulted — notably the State’s Attorney and Attorney General’s Offices. We suggest that the
hearings be complete.d by December 31, 2007, so that the best recommendations can be made to
the General Assembly. The hearings would serve to develop a workable format for the
relationship between state government and municipalities relating to the administration of ethics
codes.

Beyond hearings. for public comment and debate, it is thé opinion of the Office of State
Ethies that a workable solution may lie in OSE’s devciopment of a “best practices” ethics code,
which municipalities may voluntarily adopt. This will provide the guidance towns and

municipalities need in order to move towards more transparency and consistency of standards in




L3

municipal government.” The voluntary nature of this approach would allow local governments (0

retain their autonomy while avoiding a costly impact at the state level.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
STATE ETHICS COMMISSION /

TO: Special District President
FROM: Rachel S. Rubin, Supervising Attorney
SUBJECT: Model Code of Ethics for Muniecipalities and
: Special Districts
. DATE: August 21, 1995
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. Pursuant to Publie Act 94~172, The State Ethics
Commission was mandated to develop a model code of ethilcs for
Connecticut's municipalities and special districts and to o
adninister and enforce this Code for any municipality or special
district which elected to adopt the model law and accept the
Commission's jurisdiction. Jllowever, because of the need to
increase the budget ‘and staff of the State Ethics Commission.to
carry out this wew authorlity, the General Assembly, during the
1995 session, amended the 19294 Act. As a result, the State
Ethics Commission is now only authorized to draft and distribute
the Model Code; leaving each munlcipality and special district
with the option to adopt the Code and with the responsibility to
adminlister and enforce whatever provisions it decides to enact.

As a consequence, Lhe enclosed Code was drafted to
incorporate a municipal ethics commission; and sets forth
procedures which should facilitate local administration and
enforcement of the model law provisions. It is anticipated that
the State's municipalities and special districts (which, .
obviously, vary widely in size and resources) will use the Model
Code as a guide; adopting it in whole or in part, and modifying
it as deemed appropriate -to address local concerns. FPlease
understand, if you decide to adopt the Model Code, or any part
thereof, the State Ethies Commission will have no authority to
enforce, interpret or advise your local Ethics Commission,

In reviewing the Model Code, you may recognize that many
of the sections are based on those currently contalned in the .
State Code of Ethics. Certain of the requirements, however, are
stricter. Finally, a few of the recommended model provigsions
see nos. 1-4, infra) are inconsistent with the current state
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laws applicable to municipalities and cannot be jmplemented by
your locality without amendment of the underlying .state

statutes. 8pecifically, please note the following:
1. Conflicts Of Interests

Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-148h(b) provides that am elected
municipal official in a town which has adopted an ethics
board "Has an interest whieh is in ' substantial conflict

with the proper discharge of his duties of employment in

the publie interest and of his responsibilities as
prescribed by the laws of this state, 1f he has reason to
believe or expect that-he, his spouse, a dependent child,
or a business with which he is associated, as defined in
gsection 1-79, will derive a direct monetary gain or
suffer a direct monetary loss, as the case may be, by
reason of his offiecial activity. Any such elected '

municipal official does not have an iunterest which-is 'in -~

substantial couflict with the proper discharge of his
auties in the public interest and of his responsibilities
ae prescribed by the laws of this state, if any: benefit
or detriment accrues to him, his spouse, a dependent

o child, or a business with which he, his spouse or such

” dependent child 1s associated as a membetr of a
profession, occupation or group toc no greater extent that
to ‘any other umember of such profession, occupation or '
group. Any such elected municipal official who has a
substantial conflict may not take official action on the

matter.”
[ :

The Model Code, however, establishes a stricter conflict
of interest standard (see §1-7(c)) and would prohibit official
action which benefits the individual, his or her immediate
family, or business as a member of a profession, occupation or
group. Thus, for example, under state law the spouse of a
teacher serving on the town board of education would be able to
vote on the municipal teachers' contract, since all teachers
would be similarly affected as a group., The Model Code,
however, would prohibit such action because the board member's

immediate family had a. financial interest in the decision., Only
when the matter "...involves a determination of general policy

and the interest is shared with a substantidl segment of -the '
population of the municipality would such official action be

allowed.

2, Penaltj Section

At present, Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-148(b){10)(A) authorizes

municipalities to impose civil penalties for ethics violations
not to exceed one huadred dollars. The Model Code, however,




.probable cuase. This provision contemplat

" of annual statements of flnanc

would- allow for filnes of up to $1,000 per violatilon. The ,
penalty section 7§1-6) also provides for other sanctlons which .-

may require both amendment of state statute and, possibly,
modification of municipal labor agreeménts (e.g.,'dismissal from

employment).

3. AEEeals

As a concomitant provision to the above penalty section,
the Model Code proposes that final decisions of municipal ethics
coumissions be appealable to Superior Court. In essence, state
iaw will not permit municipalities to ilmpose slgnificant
administralve sanctlons, unless the affected person has the

right to seek appellate review.

4, Procedures

Pursuant to Conn. Gen., Stat. §7-148h(a), any municipality
which has an ethics commission must comiply with provisions of
Conn. Gen. Stat. §1-82a when investigating allegations ‘of -
nisconduet. Section 1-82a requires, in part, that the entire '

satter be kept confidential until there has been a fianding of
es that (as at the

siate level) there will be a twowstage process for. complaints:
a. a probable cause hearing; b. followed by a public hearing to
determine whether or not a violation has occurred. The HModel
Code, however, contains a simplified, one—stage hearing :
procedure. It does, nonetheless, maintain the strict

confidentiality standard embodied in §1-822 and, as a
conseguence, requires that the entire matter be confidential

until there has been a finding of & violation.
¢

Additionally, we wish to bring to your attention two-
other aspects of the model lawi :

5. Statements of Financial Interests

l:nge (§1-10) requires the filing
{al interests by public officlals
¢ anticipated that each

A provision in the. Mode

and designated employees. It i
municipality will determine whether these statements are, in

fact, necessary. For example, smaller towns and special
districts may not find the administration of this filing
requirement to be a cost—-effective use of resources; however,
larger towns and citfes may find the collection of this

information to be beneflcial.,




6. Special Distriects.

The drafters of the Model Code have concluded that the
State's special distridts do not, in general, have the resources
to administer separate ethics -commlissions and enforce separate
ethics codes. We recommend, therefore, that each special
district work with the meaniecipality in which it 1is located to
establish an ethics commission and code and, thereafter, operate

under this municipal jurisdiction.

In closing, on behalf of the State Ethics Commission, I
want to take this opportunity to tbank those munieipalities and
speclal districts that respondened to our Model .Code survey
and/or otherwise contributed to the completion of this project.
It is hoped, at a minimum, that the Model Ethics Code will
foster an enhanced interest in and discussion of ethical

concerng at the local level.
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" By enacting this Code

‘profit or no

CODE OF ETHICS
FOR MUNICIPALITIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
~ MODEL CODE

public office is a public trust. The trust of the public is
essential for government to function effectively. public policy
developed by government officials and employees affects every
citizen of the municipality, and it must be based on honest and
fair deliberations and decisions. ~This process must be free
from threats, favoritism, undue influence, and all forms of

impropriety so that the confidence. of the public 1s not eroded.
, “this municipality seeks to avoid any loss

ajn and increase the confidence of our

of trust and to maint
ty and fai;ness.of their government.:

citizens in the integri

coction l-l. Definitions.

{a) "Business"” means any entity through which business for
t for profit is conducted including a corporation,
f£irm, enterprise, franchise,

partnership,.proprietorship,
r self-employed individual.-

association, organization, or

(b) "Business with which he is associated" means a business of
which the person or a member of his immediate family is a
director, officer, owner, employee, compensated agent, or holder
of stock which constitutes five percent or more of the total
outstanding stock of any class. '

(¢) "Confidential information"” means information, whether .
transmitted orally or in writing, which is obtained by reason of
the public position or office held and is of such nature that it
is not, at the time of transmission, a matter of public record

" or public knowledge.

(d) "Commission” means the municipal. ethics commission
established in section 1-2.

means any interest with a monetary

(e) "Financial interest”
financial gain oOf

value of $100 or more oL which generates 2
loss of $100 or moxe in a calendar year. '




g

(£) n@gift" means anything of value, including entertainment,
food, beverage, travel, and 1odging glven oL pald to a public
official or public employee to the extent that consideration of
equal OL greater vdlue is not received. A gift does not include:

itical cohtributibn'otherwise reported as required by

(1) a pol
bdivision (9) or

law or 4 donation or payment as described in su
(11) of subsection'(b)nof.9d333b; ..

(2) sexrvices pro#idéd‘by persons yolunteering their time;

(3) a commercially reasonable loan made on Lerms not more
favorable than loans made in the ordinary course of business;

(a) .an individual’'s spouse, fiance oI -
ster of .such spouse OL
ch individual or the

(4) a gift received from
-"fiancee, (B) the parent, prother or si
squch individual, oOr (C) the child of su
spouse of such child; ‘

(5) goods or services which are provided to the municipality and
facilitate governmental action or functions;

(6) a cgrtiﬁicate, plagque oI cther ceremoniai award costing less’
than one hundred dollars; - i

(1) a rehate or discount on the price of anything of value made
in the . ordinary cOurse of business without regard to that
pepson's status; ’

(8) printed or recorded informational'mate;ial germane to
governmental action or functions;. :

(9) items of nominal value, not to exceed ten dollars.

containing or displaying promotional material;

stowed upon a public official or

(10) an honorary degree be
¢ or private university or college;

public employee by_a:publi

ided at an event and/or the registration or
attend such an event, in which the public -
lic official participates in his official

(11) a meal prov
entrance fee to
employee OF pub
capacity; ,
(12) a meal provided in the home by &an individual who 1e
the municipality; ' - S ' _ :

sides in

(13) gifts in-kind of nominal wvalue not to exceed £25.00 .
tendered on giftngiving accasions generally recognized by the
public including Christmas, Hanukkah, pirthdays, the pirth ot
adoption of a child, weddings, confirmations or har/bat
miktzvahs, .provided the total value of such gifts in any calendar

year do not exceed Fifky dollars.



{g) vimmediate family" means any spouse, child or depgndent

relative who resides in the individual's household.

(h) nindividual® meaﬁs a natural person.

(i) “Individual with whom one is associated” means an
individual with whom the person or a member of his immediate
family mutualky"has"anminterest.in,any business.

(§) rofficial responsibility” means the direct administrative
or operating authority, whether intermediate or final and
‘whether exarcisable personally oL through subordinates, to
approve, disapprove, OCL otherwise direct government action.

sole prop;ietorship, trust, -
‘firm, partrnership, committee,
p of persons. '

(k) "Person” means an individual,
corporation, union, association,
club or other organizatidn'or grou
t in any action taken by

will derive a '
hich will result in ‘the

(1) "Personal interest®” means an interes
the municipality in which an .individual
nonfinancial benefit or detriment but w
expenditure of municipal funds.

(m) "Public employee" means a person employed, whether part-time
br full-time, by the municipality or a political subdivision
thereof. o : ' SRR
(n) "Public official" means an_elected or appointed official,
whether paid or unpald or ¢n11 or part-time, of a municipality
or political subdivision thereof, including candidates for the
office; and shall also include a district officer elected
pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-327.

(o) "Special district" means a district establisheglpuxSuant to

Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-324.

(p) sMunicipality” shall include anyrspécial district cqntained

therein.

Section -2, Municipal ethics commission.

1 L4 3 : . [ V 3 - v s .

(a) There shall be a municipal sthics commission consisting of

five members. The members shall be appointed by unanimous vote

of the Board of Selectmen [Town Council] for a term of three (3)

years, except that, of the jnitially appointed members, one (1
two (2) for two (2) years, two {2)

shall serve for one (1) year, \

No individual shall be appointed to more
rovided that members may continue in
No more than three

Memhexrs :.

for three (3) yearls.
than one three-year term, P :
office until a successor has been appointed.

shall be. members of the same political party.




{(b) All members shall be electors of the municipality. No
member shall (1) hold or campaign for any public office; (2)
have -held public office.or have been a candidate for public
office for a two-year period prior to appointment; (3) hold
office in any political party or political committee; or (4)
serve as a member of any other municipal agency.

(c) (1) Although ‘any member or -employee of -the Commission shall
have an unrestricted right to vote, make political _
contributions, attend fundraising or other political events, no
member or employee shall publicly support any candidate for any
municipal office subject to the Commission's jurisdiction. An
individual would bhe publicly supporting a candidate by, for
gexample, volunteering as a campaign worker, giving a speech at a |
political event or formally endorsing a candidate. (2) No
candidate for pOllthal 0ffice may disseminate-information which
indicates that a Commission member or employee supports his or

her candidacy,

(d¢) The commission shall elect a chairperson who shall ptesiﬁe
at meetings of the commission and a vice-~chairperson Lo preside

in the absence of the chairperson. Three members shall
constitute a quorum. A majorlty vote of the commission shall .be
required: for action of the commission. The chairperson or any

‘three members may call a meeting:

Section 1-3. Duties of cowmission re reports, advisorv
ovinions, memoranda, and requlations. Emplovment of necessary

staft,

(a) The commission shall: (1) Compile and maintain a record of
all reports, advisory opinions, statements, and memoranda filed
by and with the commission to facilitate public access to such
reports and statements; (2) issue advisory opinions with regard
to the requirements of this code upon the request of any.
‘person. Advisory opinions rendered by the commission, until
amended or revoked, shall be binding on the commission and shall
e deemed to be final decisions of the commission. Any advisory
opinion concerning the person who requested the opinion and who
acted in reliance thereon, in good faith, shall be an absolute
defense in any matter brought under the provisions of this code;
(3) report annually on or before February 1.to the [Board of :
Selectman or Town Council or Spec1al dlstrlct board] summarizing

the act1v1ties of the comm1551on.

(b) The commission may adopt after a publzc hearlng, rules and
regulations not inconsistent with this Code for the
administration and lmplementatmon of the Code. '

(¢) The commission may employ necessary staff or outside counsel
within available appropriations.




Complaints, Procedures. Time limiks,

section 1-4. i
Vi i ion: pnobkice: hearings. Damades for complaints without

(a) (1) Upon the complaint of any person on a form prescribed by
the commission, signed under penalty of false statement, or upon
its own complaint, the commission shall investigate any-alleged
violation of this code. (2) Mot later than ten (10) days after
the receipt-or~iﬁsu&nceuofusuch—complaintq the. commission shall
provide notice of such receipt or issuance and a copy of the

complaint by registered or-ce;tified mall to any .respondent

against whom such complaint is filed and shall provide notice of
(3) If the

the receipt of such complaint to the complainant.
complaint . has heen filed by a member of the public, the .
commission shall review the complaint to determine whether or
not the allegations contained therein constitute a violation of
.any provision of the Code. ' If the commission -determines that
the complaint does not allege sufficient acts to constitute a
violation, the commission shall dismiss the complaint and duly .
notify the complainant and respondent by registered or certified
mail. (4) 1f the commission determines that the complaint
alleges sufficient acts to constitute a violatian, .then within

thirty (30) days after so determining, the commission shall ‘fix .
a date for the commencement of the hearing on the_allegation .
ing. any complaint

contained therein. The hearing date regardi
"shall be not more than sixty (60) days after the filing of the

complaint.

(b)) (1) In the conduct of its investigation of an alleged

violakion of this code, the commission shall have the power to
hold hearings, administer oaths, examine witnesses, receive oral

and documentary evidence, subpoena witnesses, and require the
production for examination by the commission of any books and
papers which the commission deems relevant in any matter under
investigation or in gquestion. “In the exerg¢ise of.such powers,

the commission may use the services of the municipal police, who
shall provide the same upon the commission's request.

(2) The respondent shall have the right to appear and to be
represented by legal counsel and to examine and cross—examine

witnesses. -

(¢) The commission shall make no finding +hat there is a

violation of any provision of the code except upon the
concurring vote of at least four of its members.

(d) Any hearing conducted by the commission shall be governed by
the administrative rules of ev;dence.

(e) Mo complaint may be made under this code except within five
years next after the violation alleged in the complaint has .been

committed,




(f) No person shall take or threaten to take official action
against an individual -for such individual's disclosure of
information to the commission under the provisions of this

code. After receipt of information from an individual, the
comuission shall not disclose the identity of such individual
without his consent unless the commission determines that such
disclosure is unavoidable during the course of an investigation.

Section 1-5. Confidentiality of gomplaints. evaluations of
possible violations and investigations. publication of findings.
(a) Unless the commission makes a finding of a violation, a
complaint alleging a violation shall be confidential except upon

the request of the respondent.

a complaint, the commission may’
conduct a preliminary investigation to determine whether the
filing of a complaint is warranted. This preliminary
investigation shall be confidential except upon the request of
the respondent. -If the investigation is confidential, any
allegations and any information supplied to or received from the
commission shall not be disclosed during the investigation to- -
any,tpird party by a complainant, respondent, witness, i
desighated party, or commission or staff member.

(b) Prior to the filing of

(c) If the commission makes a finding of no violation, the
complaint and the record of its investigation slall remain
confidential, except upon the request ¢f the respondent.
~ complainant, respondent, witness, .designated party, or .
commission or staff member shall disclose to any third party any
information learned from the investigation, including knowledge
of the existence of a complaint, which the disclosing parlty
would not otherwise have known, The commission shall inform the
complainant and the respondent of jts finding by registered or
certified mail not later than three business days after
termination of the learing or investigation.

Ho

(d) The commission shall make public a finding of a violation
not later than five business days after the termination of the
hearing. At such time, the entire record of the investigation
shall become public. The commission.shall inform the
complainant and the respondent of its finding and provide them a
summary of its reasons for making such a finding by registered
or cerktified mail not later than three business days after

termination of the hearing.

grieved by a decision of the commission °
regarding a finding of a violation may, within thirty days, take
an appeal to the superior court for the judicial district in
which the municipality is located.

(e) Any respondent ag




(a) Violation of any provision of this Code shall constitute.

grounds Eor, and may be punished by (1) public censure and
reprimand; (2) in the case of a public employee, dismissal from
employment or guspension £rom employment for not more than 90
days without pay; (3) a civil penalty 6f not more ‘than #1,000
per violatibn;“dr“(4)"restitutionwef~any~pecuniary,benEfits

received because of the violation committed.

gection 1=7. Conmgta_oj_iﬂtimﬂ-

{a) No public employee Or public official shall engage in Or

participate in any business oI transaction, including outside .
employment with a private business, oT have an interest, direct
- ‘or indirect, which is incompatihle'with the proper discharge of
his official responsibilites in the public interest of which -
would tend to impair his independent judgment or action in the

performance of his official requnsibilites;

(h) (1) No public employee OT public official shall golicit or -’
accept any gift from any person which to his knowledge is - -
interested in any pending matter within such individual's :
nfficial responsibility. (2) If a prohibited gift is offered,
he must refuse it, return it, pay the donor the full value of
the gift, or donate it to a non-profit organization provided he
does not take the corresponding tax write-off. Alternatively,
it may be considered a gift to thermunicipality provided it

remains in the municipality's pbssession'permanently.

(c) (1) A public employee or.public official shall refrain from
voting upon OrC otherwise participating in any matter on behalf
of the municipality if he, a business with which he is -
associated, an individual with which he is . associated, or a
member of his immediate family, has a financial or personal
interest in the transaction-or contract, including but not
iimited to the sale of real estate, material, supplies Or.
services to the municipality.’ (2) If such participation is
within the scope of the public employee's or public official’s
official responsibility,-he shall be required to provide written
disclosure, which sets forth in detail the nature and extent of
such interest, to the Commission. (3) Notwithstanding the

prohibition in subsection (c){l), 2 public employee OL public
official may vote Or otherwise participate in-a matter-if it

involves a determination of general policy .and the interest is
shared with a substantial segment of the population of the -

spunicipality.




(d) (1) Except for a public offical who receives no compensation
for his service to the municipality other than per diem payments
and reimbursement of -expenses, no public employee or public
official shall appear on bhehalf of private interests hefore any
board, agency, or committee of the municipality. _ C -
(2) Except for a public offical who receives no compensation for
his service to the municipality other than per diem payments and
reimbursement of expenses, no public employee or public official
shall represent private interests- against the- interest of the
municipality in any litigation to which the municipality is a

party, :

. (e) Nothing contained in this code shall prohibit or restrict a
public employee or public official f£rom appearing before any
hoard or commission of the municipality on his own behalf, or -

from being a party in any action, proceeding or litigation
brought by or against the public employee or public official to

which the municipality is a party..

(£) No public employee or public official shall disclose
confidential information concerning municipal affairs, nor shall
he use such information for the financial interests of himself

or others, "

(g) No public employee or public official shall request or
permit the use of municipal-owned vehicles, .equipment,
facilities, materials or property for personal convenience or -
profit, except when such are available to the public generally
or are provided as municipal policy for the use of such public
emplovee or public official in the conduct of officls )

business.

(h) No public employee or public official, or a business with
which he is associated, or member of his immediate family shall ’
enter into a contract with the municipality unless it is awarded
through a process of public notice and competitive bidding.

(i) No public employee or public official may use his position
or office for the financial benefit of himself, a husiness with
which he is associated, an individual with which he is ' '

associated, or a member of his immediate family.

(3) No public employee or public official shall accept a fee or

honorarium for an article, appearance or speech, or for
participation at an event, in his official capacity.

(k) No public employee or public official, oi member of such
individual's immediate family or business with which he is
associated, shall solicit or accept anything of value, including

L




put not limited to, 8 gift, loan, political contribution, rewarc
or promise of future employment based on any understanding that
the vote, official action or judgment of the public employee OL
public official would be or had  been influenced thereby.

section 1-8., Paid consultants of the municipality.

(a) (1) No paid coisultank: of “the municipality -shall represent a
private interest in any action or.proceeding'against the
jnterest of the municipality which is in conflict with the
performance of his duties as a consultant. (2) No paid
consultant may represent anyohe other than the municipality
concerning any matter in which-hé'partic%pgted personally and

substantially as a consultant to. the municipality. (3) Mo paid
consultant shall disclose confidential information learned while
performing his duties for the municipality nor shall he use such

information for the financial interests of himself or others.-

Segtion 1=9. Former oublic_employees/officials.

(a) No former public employee or public officialAshalliappear
for compensation before any municipal board Qr'agency‘in which .
he was formerly employed at any time w

ithin a period of one year

after termination of his service with the municipality.

(b) No former public employee oOr public official shall represent
anyone other than the municipality concerning any particular
matter in which he_paxticipated‘personally-and substantially
while in municipal service.: . : : A

(c) No former public employee oOr public official shall -disclose
or use confidential information acquired in the course of and by
reason of his official duties,-for-financial gain for himself or
others. o ) - B T ' '
e or public official who

n ‘the negotiation or award of a

municipal contract obliging the municipality to pay an amount of
$100,000 or more, or who supervised the negotiation or award of
such a contract shall accept employment with a party to the
contract other than the municipality-for a period of one year

after such contract is signed.
cection 1=10, Statements of financial intevests. _Filinq

(d) No former public employe
participated substantially i

(a) (1) All public officials and such public_em?loyées as the.
Mayor [First Selectman] shall designate shall file, under
penalty of false statement, a statement of financial interests




i -

for the preceding calendar year wikh the cqmmission on or before
ghe May first next in any year in which he holds such a

osition. Any such individual who leaves his office or position,
cnall file a statement of financial interests covering that
portion of the year during which he held his office or

position. The commission shall notify such individuals of the’
requirements of this subsection within thirty days after their
departure'from'sudh”dffite"or*pdsitionp-HSuch'individuals“shall
file such statement within sizty daYS»aEter~receipt of the

notification.

(b)  The statement of financial interests shall include the-
following information f£or. the preceding calendar year in regard
to the individual required to £ile the statement and his spouse_

. and dependent children residing in the individual’s household:
(1) The names of all businesses with which associated; (2) the
names of all jindividuals with which associated; (3) the names
of all employers; (4) the names and addresses of specific )
clients, patients and customers, except when such information is

privileged against disclosure under the law or where the ethical
wtandards of -a professional groub, society oOT organization of

which the individual is a membexr, prohibit.such'disclosure e
withouk, the consent of the client, patient or customer involved,

who provided more than ten thousand dollars of net income
including clients and customers who provided more than.ten
thousand duilars of .net income to any pusiness with which the

individual was associateaq, amounts of income not to he - -
specified; (5) the name of securities in excess of ten:thousand

dollars at faix market value owned by such jndividual, spouseg €I

dependent children or held in the name of a corporation,

partnership or trust for the benefit of such individual, spouse

or dependent children; (6) all real property,located with the
wned by such individual, spouse ot

municipality whether ©
dependent children ot held in the name Of q.corponation,
partnership or trust for the penefit of such individual, spouse

or dependent children; (7) the names and addresses of creditors
to whom the individual, his spouse or dependent children, .
ipdividually, owed, debts of more than ten thousand dollars; and
(8) any leases Or contracts with the municipality held or
entered into by the individual or a business with which he was

associated.,

financial interests filed pursuant to this

{c) The statement of
tter of public information.

section shall be a ma

(d) Any individual who is unable to provide information
required under the provisions of subsection (b) of this section

by reason of impossibility may petition the commission for a

waiver of the requirements.




sechion =11 Distribution of_ Code.

rne Town Clerk shall cause a COPY of this Code of Fthics to be
distributed to every public employee and public of ficial within
60 days after enactment of this . code. Fach public employee and
public official shall bhe furnished a CcopY before entering upon
the duties of his office or emp Loyment. A signed receipt forx
all copiles shall ‘be returned bo-hhentown-clenk and retained on

file.

-




